
1	 4. P I, PICH was fully satisfied and

•

indicated he anticipated no further problaw, Mere

some informal conversation as to the seemingly unusual 4:2„4111, 5 tacties
by the Agency
/ in this case to protect RAGS.
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7.,?.flRANnUM FOR TH7 ICOORD:

373jECT:

l3met with Sa:,1 PAPIU on 3 , ynTmry 1966.	 •	 .

hT, TNE 's
	

lawyer; RAICKt.i.TP.S	 hod come to the Bureau0•-•-4-..7..'L•r.e...fr..k`,..::;:4

apparently on fishing expedition to determino what, if Un7,. inte.rhe•

in this matter, and had ;iven the . ,Bureau a copy of the ELMS affidd 	 • .

first knowleite the Bureau had of this matter, and the war:ling of tth:

• such as to imply that the Agency is engaged in ei .:tensive operational aut..c.'

RAGS witfiout the knowledg,ii of the Bureau, Recognizing the "flap" potGhti o):" 	 •

matter if it gets out of control or on a hidher level, PAPICN was ledkin

orppor words to be used in his report.

2. We prompt1,7,1 straightened PAPICH out on the matter of ths Bureau's knowledge of

Wair' case, by inviting his attention to our CSCI of 12 January 1963 in which n.Q:

informed the Bureau of . th .e. filing of the lawsuit by 12C against:PLAUSlan0::m3:	 ..	 _	 •_
tiiat RAUB was an occasional: -con'	 Otthe AgehOy . on Estcjnian	 mv..61es:i.
apparent that the Bureau Desk Officer had not brought this to the atton :eion c,f:7Vt):16.1.•

3, We went on to inform PAPICR that RAUS was an unpaid contact and infori&-in .t., ane
legal

the question	 whether this constituted /employment as described in. the HM:145,

affidavit had been carefully considered by our General Counsel and the Co ynsel. '•;:ev . ,

Defendant, and had been decided in the affirmative,
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